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The Student referral Centers 

1990-9! Report 
Abstract 

The Student Referral Center (SRC) program serves as an alternative to 
suspension for middle ami xnior high school students who have ammitt&i 
various dixipline offences. The program serves as an in-xhooi su^nsion 
system that is designed to provide: (a) counseling support services to help 
improve student attitudes and behavior, and (b) instructional assistance for 
homing ref&rrd students abreast cfr^uiar cUtssromn instrmtkm. Ftmteen 
middle schools had SRCs on their campuses during the 1990-91 school 
year. This report evaluates the effectiveness of the program, and further 
synthesizes recommendations from program personnel for program 
improv&nent. The multiple and concurrent measures of program ifftcacy 
included evaluations by the SRC stqff, principals, and classroom teachers cf 
the program :^hools. Other measures were attitude surveys and recidivism 
rates iif program students at the respective sites. The consensus was that 
the program was vital for the enhancement of teacher morale and 
instructional effectiveness. Overall, the measures of program ^ectiveness 
ituUcaied that the SRC program was r^isonedriy effective in acamiplishing 
Its goals. However, rmmy of the district personnel surveyed believed that 
the effectiveness of the program could hwfe been further enhanced ^ it had 
not been undermined by a few fundamental ami structural d^ciencies. 
Consequently, several recommendations were proposed by the SRC st(0, 
princes, and classroom teachers of the fourteen program schools for 
addressing fte identified wmknesses of the program. 

Introduction 

As leaders of ihe inner-city school systems ccMitinue to search for solutions that 
resolve the pr<M)lems of low toicher morale, high teacher turnover, and high ^hool 
studenLs who seemingly cannot complete job application fcHm, many educators point their 
fingers at student discipline as one of the fundamental causes of the problems. Student 
discipline has been widely acknowledged by many researchers as one of the major factors 
that influence school effectiveness. Among these factors are teacher morale, teacher Job- 
related smess, teacher retention, studer.i timc-on-task, and ultimately, the overall amount of 
learning that takes place (Feitlcr and Tokar, 1982; dchon and Koff, 1980). 

Job-related stress that is produced by student disciplinary pnAlcms combines with 
other factors in engen(fcring the 1 3% national annual turnover rate among first year teachers 
(Henry, 1988; Ryan et al., 1980). The Education Depann^nt's Office of Educational 
Research and lmprt>venient (OERI) has reported that incidents of disruptive behavior have 
become such a problem for teachers that 29% of the teachers who were polled in a recent 
survey indicated that "they have seriously considered leaving teaching" (Education Week, 
1987). Furthermore, time-on-task studies by Jane Stallings support the observation that 
there is a positive relationship between the proportion of instructional time spent on 
disciplinary management tasks and the extent of student learning. In classrooms where 
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students dcuKJnstrate more misbehavior, less time is spent on task and Jess achievement 
gain is made by students (SmlHngs, 19$5). The disciplined student suffers indirectly 
through the loss of productive learning time that the teacher devotes to the management of 
the undisciplined snident. However, it should be nientioi^ that the undisciplined student 
is not immune to the adverse eiTects of his or her l^k of discipline. Acccnding to Amitai 
£tzioni(1984): 

The lack <4 se^-disdpline an the part cf the student can cowaeract effective 
teaching, as leommg rcqmes a substantial ammms cf concenmttum, control 
of impulse, se^-motivatkm, and ability to face and overcome stress. 

Suspension from school has been one of the many ways students with severe 
disciplinary violations have been punished. Students who are sent home on suspensions 
are ^ptived of acadennc in^rucdon with no guarantee that their attitidinal ot behavimal 
deficiencies would be coxrec^. Thus, the initiadon of the Student Refen^ Center 
Pn^m in 1974 by the Houston Independent School District (HISD) ushered in an 
exploratory attempt to provide an in-school alternative to suspension that could give the 
students the opportunity to be counseled while receiving the necessary instructional suppon 
that ensures they stay abreast of what is being taught in the tegular classroom. 

The SRC was piloted in 1974 at Black Middle School in cc^laboration with the 
Community Youth Services (CYS)» a division of the Harris County Children's Protective 
Services. The center was operated with a teacher who provided acadeosic support; a 
counselor, who provkied psychological suppf»rt; and a CYS staff person, whose job was to 
make home visits asul u> involve families and communities of referred students in their 
rehabilitation. By 1979, the program sites had increased to 28 secondary schools. 
However, low utilizadon rates of the centers necessitated a r»iuction of the number of 
centers to thirteen during the 1979-80 schod year. Fourteen middle schools had SRCs on 
their campuses during the 1990-91 school year to serve referrals from their re^)ective home 
schools and the senior high schools in their neighborhoods. Disciplinary violations which 
warrant referrals to the SRCs are listed in the District's Code of Student Conduct, Groups 
IMV. Such violations include: skipping of classes and other forms <^ truancy, fighting, 
defying the authority of school per^nel, smoking, disruptive behavior, possession or use 
of drugs or alcohol, and possession of a weapcm. 

An amount of approximately $823,160 was appropriated for the salaries of nine 
SRC counselors and fourteen SRC teachers from State Compensatwy Education funds 
during the 1990-91 school year. An additional amount of $100 from the district's General 
Fund was also pnjvided for each SRC for the purchase of general instructional supplies. 

This report assesses the effectiveness of the Student Referral Centers during the 
1990-9! school year, and provides recommendations from teachers, administrate and 
SRC staff for program improven)enl. Specincally, this inquiry addressed the following 
research questions: 

1 . What were the daily enrollment and absentee rates at the SRCs during the 1990-91 
school year? 

2 . Why were students referred to the SRCs? 

2 
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3 . What was the impact of the program on recidivism rales at the respective s^Ikx^s? 

4. How many days did :^udaitH spend in Uie SRCs during the 1990-9) school year. 

5. What was the import (tf the program (Ml student attitudes? 

€. What were thcpoccpiions of the SRC staff about the weaknesses, strengths, and 
effectiveness of the program? 

7 . What were the perceptions of the principals about the weaknesses and effectiveness 
of the program? 

8. What were the perceptions of the regular classroom teachers about the weaknesses, 
strengths, am! eiffecttveness of the program? 

9 . What were the reccHranendaticms of the SRC staff, priiKipals, and the regular 
classroom teachers for program refinement? 



Methodology 

Sample 

Data on the entire population of stuctents who were refored to the founeen Student 
Referral Centers during the 1990-91 school year were used in this evaluation. 
Additionally, all of the principals, teachers, and SRC staff of the nineteen SRC middle 
schools were surveyed. No subsequent samples were derived from any of the preceding 
populations. 

Data Analysis 

The analysts of the data follows a descriptive form«.<, and focuses on: (a) the 
implementation of the program ai the various sites, (b) the effectiveness of the program, 
and (c) recommendations for improving the effectiwness of the ^niTgram. 



* 



Results 



Question 1: What were Uie daily enxDlinient and absentee rat^ at the SRCs dunng 
the 1990-91 school year. 



Methods 

Monthly reports were obtained from the centers throughout the school year. The 
reports docuroented student referrals, enrollment, and daily absentee rates. 

Findings 

As Table 1.1 indicates, six SRCs had enrollinents in excess of the 1: 20 teacher to 
student ratio that is prescribed by the SRC handbook. A review of the mean daily 
enrollment figures for the months between January ami April of 1991 indicates that the 
following SRCs had enrollments that exceeded both the SRC guicfelines (1:20) and the 
Texas Education Agency (TEA) teacher-student ratio of 1:25, mandated for the regular 
classroom: Dowling, 28 (January), 32 (February), and 27 (April); Hartman, 27 (April); 
and Henry, 26 (Ap«il). 

Since the SRC stiKients had committed disciplinary Infractions indicative of their 
problematic attitudes ami behaviors, it would h&vc been expected that the student-teacher 
ratio should have been much lower than the regular classroom ratio> However, such was 
not the case. 

The mean dmly absentee rate ranged from Long's 33% to Marshall's 0%. Of the 14 
SRCs, four had mean daily absentee rates of 20% or higher, and four had mean daily 
absentee rates between 15% and 20%. 
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Table 1.1 
Total Schcx>I Enipltment & Mean 
Daily EmoUmem/Abseniee Rates (1990-91 ) 



Student 
Referrftl 
Center 


Sc boors 
1990*91 
Eorotlmeiil 


Center's 
Daily Me«ii 
EsrollBieBt 


Center's 
Daily Mees 
Absentee Rete 


Attucks 


697 


12 


1 


Black 


854 


15 


3 


Burbofdc 


1526 


21** 


5 


Cuitcn 


752 


16 


3 


Dcady 


2281 


22** 


4 


Dowltng 


1283 


25** 


4 




1609 


23** 


3 


Henry 


1112 


22** 


3 


Key 


62! 


16 


4 


Long 


1276 


18 


6 


Marshati 


1019 


23** 


0 


Shaip5town 


1153 


15 


2 


Thomas 


754 


12 


I 




499 


6 


1 



Ej^eeds reammended enrollment ratio 



Question 2: Why were stiMients referred to the SRCs? 



Methods 

During the 1990-91 school year, monthly reports were obtained from the respective 
centers. The reports documented the enrollment at each center and the reasons for each 
referral. 

Findings 

Of the 8*389 (duplicated) referrals to the district's SRCs during the months of 
f^bruMy. March, April, and May of 1991 cUsruptive behavior and truancy represented 
59% of the reasons ffxr which the students were referred to the centers. Fighting, defiance 
of authority, and tardies represented al»ul 26% of the rea.wns for referrals (see Figure 
2.1). 



Figure Zl 
Percent of Smdents Referred to SRCs 
for Various Reasons ( February- April. 1991) 




A review of Table 2. 1 indicates that the reasons that ranked highest for the 
respective referral centers were not the same for all the SRCs. For example, between 44% 
and 53% of the students at Attucks, Williams, and Thomas were referred for truancy 
(mostly class skipping), while the dominant area of discipline referrals for Henry (49%), 
Dcady (41*^.), and Black (36*^ ) wa\ the disruptive behavior of the students. 
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Table 2,1 

Highest Ranking Reascms for Each SRC ( 1990-9 1 ) 

as Pcrcents of Total Rcfoial Reasons . 

Defying Dmi|»!vc J^or^ 



Schools 


Tnsancy 


Authority 


Behavior 


FiKbiinK 


Total 


Atu^ks 


53% 


— 


10% 


— 


36S 




33% 




36% 


*— ** 


578 


Bmfamik 


32% 




28% 




350 


Cullcn 


21% 


— 


23% 


32% 


377 




34% 


— 


41% 


— 


785 


Dowling 


41% 




25% 


15% 


756 


Hadman 


21% 


13% 


27% 


— 


1430 


Hemy 


24% 




49% 




844 


Key 




20% 




22% 


460 


Umg 


38% 




29% 




704 


Mar^mll 






32% 


13% 


654 








24% 




640 


Thomas 


44% 








124 


WUiiams 


47% 








319 



Question 3: What was the mipact of the {»iogram on imdivism me$ at the respective 
schools? 



Methods 

Monthly repcms (see Appendix A) were obtained throughout the school year from 
the fourteen centers. However, only the monthly reports for the months of February 
through May 1991 provided data for the determination of the recidivism rates. The 
monthly reports documented student referrals and daily enrcdhnents for the respective 
centers. Conclusive statements on recidivism could not be made because <^ the fact that 
redkfivism data woe not collected (or tl% entire school year. 

Findings 

Overall. 67,9% of the students were referred to the SRCs only once during the 
spring semester of the 1990-91 school year (Figure 3. 1). An effectiveness rate of 1(X)% 
should have shown a 1(X)% for the "once" category on Figure 3.1, which would have 
indicated that all the students who were referred to the SRCs corrected their problemiitic 
attitudes and behaviors af^ a single referral. According to Andrew Heitzman, "Discipline 
is iiffective when it teaches appropriate behavior and prevents a second detention" 
(Heitzman* 1984). 



Figure 3.1 
SRC Recidivism Rates 




On the basis of the proportion of SRC siudenis who fell into the once category, the 
following indicates how the respective centers performed; Thomas, 85%; Marshall. 83%; 
C^illen. 82%; Burbank, 80%; Sharpstown, 74%; Attacks, 74%; Key, 71%; Deady. 69%; 
Long. 66%; Henry, 65%; Williams, 61%; Black, 61%; Dowling, 60%; and Hartman, 55% 
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(Table 3.1). Eleven peirent (n«32S) of the students who were referred to the SRCs during 
die spring semester of 1991 were referred to the centers for three ot more times. A 
bre^down of this group of repeat referrals is as follows: Thonms, 2%; Marshall, 5%; 
Cullen, 5%; Burbank, 6%; Sharpstown, 6%; Deady, 6%; Attucks, 8%; Key, 9%; 
Williams. 10%; Henry. 11%; Dowling, 13%; Long, 13%; Black, 14%; and Hanman, 
21%. 

A review of the data in Table 3. 1 does not reveal any consistent associations 
between resources and ranking of the SRCs. One would have expected that the SRCs with 
lower than 20 mean daily enrollments, counselors, and CYS workers should be at the top 
of the ranking. Four of the six highest ranking SRCs hsd all the pertinent personi^, such 
as counselors and CYS workers. However, two of the four highest ranking SRCs 
(Marshall and CuUen) had neither a counselor nor a CYS worker. FurthmoiHe, two of the 
four SRCs at the lowest end of the ranking had counselors and CYS workers. The most 
unusual of the data is depicted by Marshall that bad neither a counselor, nor a CYS worker 
and had a mean daily enrollment of more than 20 students, but en^iged sea>nd in the 
ranking. Marshall also demonstrated the lowest n%an daily absentee rate (0%) for all SRCs 
(see Table 1.1). 



Table 3.1 

Resources & Ranking of SRCs Based on 
Pfcrccnt of Non-Repeat Referrals ( 1 990-9 1 ) 





%or 




CYS 


Mean 


School Ranking 


Non- 


C(»inscbr 


Woikcr 


Daily 










cnrollmcm 


1. Thonuis 


85% 


Yes 


Yes 


12 


2. ManOml! 


K3% 


>to 


No 


23 


3. Cullcn 


82% 


No 


No 


16 


4. Burbank 


80% 


Yes 


Yttf 


21 


5. Auuck.s 


74% 


Yes 


Ycji 


12 


5. Shaipsiown 


74% 


Yes 


Yes 


15 


G. Key 


n% 


No 


No 


16 


7. Dcady 


m% 


Yes 


Ye< 


22 


8. Lcmg 




Yes 


Yes 


iK 


9. Henry 


65% 


Yes 


Nt> 


22 


to. Black 


61% 


Yes 


Yes 


15 


10. Willbms 


61% 


No 


No 


6 


tl. Dowling 


60% 


Yes 


Yes 


25 


12. Hartmon 


55% 


No 


Yes 


23 



Cenainly, the possible reasons underlying these findings will require further 
reseaa-h. It should be mentioned that these rankings are not perfect indicators of the 
effectiveness of the centers since the .K>n-a*pcater rate that was used to rank the centers is 
not a perfect framework. Indeed, many educators believe that some of the factors that 
determine the repeat referrals are bey<)nd the control of the SRC staff. In the words of 
Lasley and Wayson (1982): 

Teachers and administralon must develop an understanding of the factors 
that contribute to disciplinary problems. Treating symptoms without 

9 
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dealing with the causes is analogous to giving a chronicaily sick person 
aspirin without attempting to ukntify the causes of the Uiness.... Excessive 
student fighting, for example, may be caused by overcrowded school 
conditions. 

In effect, no matter bow effective the SRC may be and if the instructional and 
(HiganizaticHial climates of the schools and the home environoKnts of the stiuksnts are maj<H' 
underlying factors in engendering the repeat referrals, then using the non-repeater index 
would be inappropriate^ 
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Question 4: How many days dkl students sperai in the SRCs during the 1990-9! 
schcx>t year? 



Methods 

Monthly reports were obtained throughout the school year from the centers. The 
reports documented student referrals. enn>Ument, and the length df stay for each referral. 

Findings 

FIguie 4. 1 shows tlmt 74% of the total nunto of students who were refeired R) the 
SRCs spent between one half of a week and two weeks at the SRCs during the Spring 
semester of the 1990-91 school year. Three percent of the SRC stuttents (89 students) 
spent more than one month at an SRC during the Spring semester of the 1990-91 school 
year. 



Figure 4.1 
Length of Time Students 
Were at the SRCs ( Fiebruary— April 1991) 
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Question 5: What was the itnp^t of the program on stucfent amtudes? 



Methods 

Student Survey Fonn A & Student Survey Form B were used to assess the 
perceptions of the stmtents about the program when they entered the centors (Form A; see 
Appendix B) and when ihcy exiled from the centers (Fonn B; see Appendix C). The 
students were asked to indicate if: (a) they were embarrassed by the fact their classmates 
knew that they were spending or had spent sonw time at the SRCs; (b) they believed they 
had been helped by tte SRC program; and (c) they prdened out-schod-suspensi<Mi to in- 
school suspension w vice versa. The goal of this analysis was to investigate changes in 
stuctent attitudes that had lesuUed from exposure to the SRC program. 

Findings 

When the referral students entered the SRCs, a large proportion indicated that they 
were not embarrassed to be there (sec Figure 5. 1 ). The exit figures for two SRCs indicated 
a decrease in the percentage of students who were not embarrassoi to be at the SRC 
(Cullen. 10% and Sharpstown, 3%). The percentage of students who were not 
emiwrassed increased fw eleven centers (Aiiucks, 6%; Black, 1%; Burbank. 5%; Deady, 
11%; Hartman, 5%; Long, 7%; Marshall, 11%; Dowling, 4%; Thomas, 5%; and Key, 
3%). 

Figure 5.1 

I^ercent of Referrals Not Embarrassed to be at SRC 




The proponions of studenf.s who indicated that they were embarrassed to be at the 
SRCs were much smaller for the respective SRCs (Figure 5.2) than the proponions of 
students who indicated that they were not embarrassed. The exit figures for the students 
who were embarrassed increased at four centers (Culicn, 3%; Marshall, 4%; Key, 2%\ and 
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Sharpstown, 2%). but decreased at eight centers (Attacks. 5%; Black, 3%; Burbank^ 5%; 
Deady, 5%; Long, 9%; Dowling, 1%; and Thomas, 3%). 



Figure 5.2 

Percent of Referrals Embarrassed to beat SRC 




As Figure 5.3 portrays, a ccHisiderable piDjxHilon of students who had completed 
their stay at the centers indicated that the program had helped them. The centers with the 
highest percentages were Attucks (80%) and Deady (76%). However, some of the 
students indicated that the SRCs had not helped them. The proportions of this group of 
students for the respective SRCs ranged between: (a) 23% and 33% for Black, Henry, 
Thomas; (b) 15% and 22% for Burbank, Marshall, Dowling, and Deady; and (c) 8% and 
14% for Key, Sharpstown, C^llen, Hartman. and Long. 

Figure 5.3 




* 



At the time when the students (n=1020) arrived at the centers, 90% of ihcm 
indicated that they would have preferred being suspended from school to being sent to the 
SRC. However, at tte time of their departure from the SRCs the proportion hsd declined 
to 2S%. White this cannot be interpret outright as a positive atdtudinal change, it shcmld 
be mentioned that any choice other than a "vacation at home" suspension should be viewed 
as a merit. 
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Question 6: What were the perceptions of the SRC staff about the weaknesses, 
strengths, and dfectiveness of the program? 



Methods 

The views of SRC teachers^ counselors and CYS workers were obtained with the 
SRC Staff Suivcy (see Appendix D). The survey focused on issues dealing with program 
resources, implen^mtion pnAlems, and perceived effectiveness of the program. 'i*he 
survey return rare from the SRCs was 100%. 

Findings 

Program Weaknesses 

When the SRC teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which the following 
seven factc»rs (Table 6.1) had limited the effectiveness of the SRC in improving the 
delinquent attitudes and behaviors of their students, 54% of the staff identified hw parental 
support and high smdem-teacher ratio as major factors. In connection with the high 
student-teacher ratio, the staff at Dowling expressed the following: 'To be effective in 
improving the delinquent attitudes cf the students, we would need to keep the enrollment 
no higher than 20 students. We carry, on the average, 20-35 students." However, a 
majority of the teachers expressed that: (a) ^>acc configuration was adequate for effective 
tutoring and counseling; (b) they had adequate suppon from the stu^nts' classroom 
teachers; and (c) they were adequately knowledgeable of behavior modification techniques. 



Table 6.1 
SRC Staffs Assessment of Factca^ 
Limiting Effectiveness of Centers 



Factor/Probteiii 


%of Staff Rating 
Major Profokm 


% of Staff rating 

factor as 
Minor Problem 


IiKorrigibitity of students 


23% 


23% 


Low paroiial sui^x»t 


54% 


23% 


Inadequate axinscitng sunx>n 


31% 


38% 


High .studcnt-tcadttr ratio 


54% 


38% 


Lack of adoqiaic teacher »i{^x)ri 


23% 


69% 


InadcquaJc training of SRC staff in behavior 
nradifk^tion techniques 


15% 


85% 


l^k of cofKkicivc room for cfTcctivc 
tutoring & counsciing 


3K% 
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The fdlowing factois woe mentioned by the SRC staff as deficiency areas: 

Supplies and Resources: Several teachers and counselors mentioned that their 
centers lacked pertinent resources such as copies of adopted textbooks and up-to- 
date reference naterials such as encyclopedias. A resc urce study of the SRCs 
indicated that four of the SRCs did not have telephones and nine (64%) lacked 
relevant supplies and copies of teacher editions of school textbooks (see Appendix 
E). 

Stt^ffing of SRCs: Five of the SRCs did not have counselors. Four of the SRC 
teachers at these five schools expressed a need for counselors, while one SRC 
teacfao", being a certified oounsek»r, indicated a need for a teacher. An SRC teacher 
expressed his frustration atKnit the lack of a counselor at his center with these 
words: Tfm SRC has been a ofw mans fufw for many yetu-ji. For some rmson, I 
have not had the kelp of a counselor. I have been in this storm since 1974. I need 
help, any warm body will do." Another SRC teacher indicated the need for a 
counsclOT, ami mdc the following comments: "Our students get into troidble with 
their f^ers ami others, basically because of the tone of their voices and negative 
body language. SRC could go a long way in helping our students overcome those 
handicaf^ing conditions. Also our students need help in coping with poor and very 
negative home environments (drugs, alcohol abusing parents or relatives). An SRC 
teacher can*t do fifeir alone." Two teachers mentioned that the provision of, at least, 
a teacher's aitk wouki have helj^d to resolve some of their problen^. 

Program Strengths 

Many of the staff m^le tte observation that the program had accomplished a lot for 
the schools. In the opinion of one SRC counselor: *'The SRC was able to help many 
students, but in some instances students had to return to the same situations that caused 
their assignments to the SRCJ there are times when} teachers often condemn the students 
for having been referred to the SRC and refuse to accept or welcome behavior chan^." 

Program Effectiveness 

The SRC teachers indicated that the quality of instruction they provided at the 
centers was about 6S% of what was usually provided in the regular classroonnis of the 
students. They also rated their overall effectiveness in improving the delinquent attitudes 
and behaviors of their students as 72%. 
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Que^ion 7: What were ihepeirepdomc^ the principals alK>ut the \««aiaie^ 
effectiveness of the program? 



Methods 

Since the building principals nnade the referrals of students to the SRCs and had 
been responsible for the staffing and functioning of the respective SRCs, they were 
surveyed to determine thar perceptions of the following: (a) the functicms or purposes of 
the SRCs on their canqnises; (b) an assessment of t}» amount of learning that takes place at 
the centers; (c) the overall effectiveness <^ the centen; and d) major and minor piobiems 
facing the centers, (See Principal/Asst. Principal Survey, Appendix F.) Nine out of 
four^n principals (64%) lesjxmded to the survey. 

Findings 

Principals' Perceptions of the Functions of SRCs 

As Table 7.1 shows, counseling and punishing the students by isolation from 
friends tanked highest among the purposes for which principals lefened students to the 
SRC. In effiNi, instructional quality, comparable to what prevails in the regular classrocxn, 
was not the primaxy goal. The primary gcml v^'as simply to improve the delinquent attitudes 
or behaviors of the students through psychological pressure of isolation and counseling. 
Consequently, one would have expected that alll4 SRCs h^ counsel<»rs. However, only 
nine out of the fourteen SRCs had counselors (sec Appendix E). 

Table 7.1 
PercqHions of I^ncipals 

Ab<wt SRC Functions 

% of Principals 
Function selecting 
fiinction 



A counseling 8l a punitive role 89% 

Punish by isolation from friends 67% 

Help remediate academic 33% 
deficiem:ies 



Principals* Perceptions of Problems Facing SRCs 

Most of the principals indicated that incorrigibility tt^ students (78%) and high 
teacher- student ratio (56%) were the major factors that had limited the effectiveness of their 
SRCs (Table 7.2). Several (56%) also felt that there was adequate teacher suppon of the 
program and that the SRC staff were adequately trained in behavior modification 
technkjucs. 
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Some principals, expressed concern about the high enrollment figures at their 
SRCs. In the opinion of one administrator: The SRC is excellent but limited by the high 
number of enrollments." He further indicated that the high enrollments should be 
addressed so that it would nm be n^;essary to have students placed on waiting lists. One 
principal who has no <^HmseUH' at the SRC made the following observation: "As long as 
H!SD does not adequaiefy and appropriately su^ the SRCs, they will be ineffective. The 
SRC needs a counselor on 



Table 7.2 

Principals' Assessment of Factors Limiting 
Effectiveness of Centers 



Factor 


Major Problem 


%Ratii^&taoras 
Minor Problem 


InccHTigiNUty of s&sk^ 


78% 


22% 


Low parcniai siq^xtft 


44^ 


22% 


Inadcjquate counseling 


33% 


22% 


Ht^ smttoft-lcacber ratio 


56% 


22% 


UK:k (rf'adeqii^ teacher ainxMt 


22% 


56% 


Inaricqtwtf training for SRC siafT in behavior 
modiitc^kn tedrnkpics 


11% 


56% 


Lack oK conducive room for cffcciivc 


11% 


33% 



luttxiiiR & ccwnscling 



Program Strengths 

Several principals mentioned that the SRC program was effective in helping 
students with minor cm: marginal discipline problems. However, one assistant principal 
stated: "Students who are at the point incorrigibility can not he helped. " 

Program Effectiveness 

Hie principals were asked to make a perceptual assessment of the quality of 
insinK:tion that occuned in the SRCs by exprKsing the rating as a percentage of the amount 
of learning that occuned in the regular classroom. With 100% being equivalent to the 
amount of learning that occurred in the regular classroom, the principals indicated that the 
amount of teaming in the SRCs was 64% of what was prevalent in the regular classroom. 
This figure coincides with the view of SRC teachers about the effectiveness of instruction. 
The principals also assessed the effectiveness of the centers in improving the delinquent 
attitudes and behaviors of the students as 58% which was lower than the effectiveness 
rating (72%) indicated by the SRC teachers. 
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Question 8: What were the peivqjtions of the regular dassrocsn teachers about the 
weaknesses, strengths, and effectiveness of the program? 



Methods 

The teachers of the middle schools in which the SRCs were located were surveyed 
with a questionnaire instrument (Oassroom Teacher Survey; see Appendix G) to assess 
their perceptions of the weaknesses and overall efficacy of the program. The instrument 
contained item that asked teachers if they had seen any changes in the behavior, conduct, 
or attitudes of students who had been previously referred to the SRCs during the year. 
Two hundred and twenty teachers (28%) re^xMided to the survey. 

Findings 

Teacher Perceptions of the Functions of SRCs 

As Table 8.1 shows, punishing the students by isolation from friends ranked 
highest ar ng the purposes fw which teachers referred students to the SRC (i.e. 65% of 
the tcackJTs). The next highest ranked function of the SRCs was that the center performed 
a counseling and punitive role (46%}, The primary goal was therefore to improve the 
delinquent attitudes or behaviors of the students through psychological pressure of 
isolation. Hiis factor also ranked highest on the principal survey. It is also important to 
note 41% of the teachers regarded the SRC as a dumping ground for students with 
discipline problems. 

Table 8.1 
Perceptions of Teachers 

About SRC Functions 

% of Teachers 



Function selecting 
fmction 

Punish by isolation frwn friends 65% 

A counseling & a punitive rdc 46% 

Help rcmodialc academic (ferictCfK:ics 1 1 % 

Serve as a dumping ground fm students with 

discipline iM"oWcmx 4 1 % 



Teacher Perceptions of Instructional Quality & Effectiveness of SRCs 

The regular classroom teachers perceived the amount of learning that occurred at the 
SRCs as 42% of what occurred in the regular classrooms. This low rating of learning, 
coupled with the fact that 41% of the responding teachers felt that the SRCs were a 
"dumping ground for students with discipline problems" lends credence to the principal 
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survey finding thai students were not sent to the SRCs primarily for learning, b«i rather 
isolatioD and counseling. 

The overall effectiveness of the centers in improving the delinquent attitudes and 
behaviors of the students was rated as 40% for all of the fourteen SRCs. The teacher 
ratings of the respective SRCs are shown in Table 8.2. 



Table 8.2 
Qassioom Teacher Assessment 
of SRC Instructioaal Quality & Effectiveness 


SRC 
School 


attrvej 
RetnrQ 
Rate 


Efrectiveness 
(Scale: 0%— 100%) 


Quality as % what occurs 
in Regular Cla^rooni 


Auucks 


69% 


37% 


41% 


Black 


39% 


38% 


47% 


Butbsnk 


22% 


57% 


48% 


Culien 


25% 


32% 


13% 


Dcady 


30% 


38% 


49% 


Dowling 


25% 


52% 


55% 


Haitman 


32% 


39% 


48% 


Ffcory 


31% 


31% 


35% 


Key 


13% 


24% 


42% 


Mardail 


19% 


42% 


26% 


Sfaaq^town 


28% 


46% 


39% 


ThiOTias 


20% 


39% 


53% 


Wiliiams 


21% 


37% 


18% 



Survey to Umg SRC Mts not returned. 



The low assessment rates for the quality of instruction at the SRCs (ranging 
between 1 3% and 55%) indicatwi that students were perceived by their teachers as losing 
ground academically when they spent time at the SRC. In effect, the longo- they stayed at 
the SRC the farther they fell behind in tlwir studies. A teacher at Key who had rated the 
extent of learning that occurred at the SRC as 0% of what occurred in the regular 
classroom, commented briefly as follow: 'The student is mbsing instructional time wken 
placed in SHC." Additionally, the low rates for SRC effectiveness in improving the 
delinquent attitudes and behaviors of SRC students indicated that many improved 
marginally or partially. This indicated that many students returned to the regular classroom 
with their problematic attitudes and behavicH^ still intact or only marginally changed. In ihe 
words of one teacher: 'Vf jttst provides a place for discipline problem , and num of the 
time they return the same way they went in." Some teachers regard the SRC as "a joke," a 
kind of "haby-sittinft service" a "problem avoidance" center, or "an easy way out" for the 
district - a place where the students cx>uld be kept in order to meet ADA expectations. 
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Teacher Perceptions of Problems facing SRCs 

Mosi of the teachers indicated thai Low parental support (76%), incorrigibility of 
students (65%), and high student-teacher ratio (50%) were the major factors that h^ 
limited the effectiveness of the SRCs (Table 8.3). A teacher at Black expressed his 
frustrations about parents and student incorrigibility as follows: "Students should noi be 
able to return two or three times or year t^er year. Parents should be farced to place uheir 
child in another school district or a private school if they can not teach their children 
manners and proper behavior!" However, a majority oSt the teachers indicated that they had 
been adequareiy supportive of the SRC activities (55%). and felt that the SRC teachers 
were adequately trained in behavior modiHcation technk)ues (61%). With regard to 
counseling, the classroom teaches, where SRCs had counselors, fell that there was 
^equate counseling support, while classroom teachers, where SRCs had no counselors, 
indicated thm the oninseiing support was inmiequate. 

Table 8.3 



Teachers' Assessnwnt of Factors Limiting 
Effectiveness of Centers 


Factor 


% Rating Facias 
Major Problem 


%Rmingfiictaras 
Mfnor jProbtem 


Low i^ntat suRxm 


76% 


13% 


IncorrigiNIity of ^dcnui 


65% 


16% 


High st»S»u-teacher ratio 


50% 


27% 


i^k of OHiducive room for effective ituoring 
& counseling 


37% 


44% 


lnadc(^iaie training ftn- SRC siafT in behavior 


25% 


61% 


modincatkxncchniqt^ 


Lac^ of adequate leacfwr .support 


19% 


55% 


Irutdcquaic counseling suppm 


37% 


33% 



Quality of Completed Assignments at SRC: Several teachers indicated thai 
assignments completed at the SRCs were poor quality. In the words of one teacher 
at Black: "When teachers send lessons for students to complete, they are returned 
hut of very poor quality, and so little can he graded or given credit in roll hook: it is 
usually beUtw siancktrd and only creates tmnecessary paperwork for the classroom 
teacher." 

Pumping Ground & High Enrollment: One teacher at Black expressed 
frustration about the fact that other schools had been using the SRC as a dumping 
gnnind for their disciplinary problem students and consequently restricting access to 
the SRC by the students of the home school. According to the teacher, "We barely 
have room to put half a dozen or so of our problem students in SRC. Our 
counselor and teacher really have their hands full, and this problem is creating a 
serious drain on our morale. We have to deal with repeatedly disruptive students 
whff cannot at times he placed in SRC hecm*se it is tm fulL" 
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Fun Time At SRC: Several teachers indicated that most students did not regard 
the SRC as a punitive program. According to one teacher: "Tkey have fm there. 
Most of timm are with their friends. They get to talk and leave the room. Our SRC 
is ixtsicaify a bdd^sUting room!" 

Teacher Perceptioiis of Program Strengths 

Many of the teachers nfientioned that the lole heing played by the SRC was of vital 
importance to them and the non-SRC students who wanted to lefvn. In their view, the 
SRC provided the schools with the opportunity to remove "the hard core, unruly, violent, 
and undisciplined students," who did not want to learn, from the regular classroom, so that 
producuve {teaching and learning could occur for those students who wfuited to leam. 



ERIC 



22 

24 



Question 9: What were the recommeiKiations of the SRC staff, principals, and the 
regular classroom teachers fcr jwogram refii^ment? 



Methods 

AU of the SRC staff, principals, and classxoom teachers of the fourteen SRC middle 
schools were surveyed in April and May of 1991. The surveys asked for recommendations 
to refine the program. The return rates of the surveys were as follows: SRC staff, 95%; 
principals, 68%; and classroom teachers, 31%. 

Findings 

Recommendations of SRC Staff 

The following recommendations were made by the SRC staff for improving the 
effectiveness of the program: hiring of full-time counselors to provide one-on-one 
counseling and support, hiring of teacher aides, lowering of student-teacher ratios, creation 
of separate carrels/siudy booths, provision of separate rooms for private counseling, 
provision of telephone facilities for SRC staff, and the purchase of encyclopedias. The 
SRC staff further recommended that: (a) parent conferences and woricshops be mandated 
for repealers, (b) TVs and VCRs and films on student self-esteem, self-confidence, and 
attitudes should be provided, (c) tougher rules for the SRCs should be enforced by the 
building level administrators, and (e) an alicmativc school for repeaters should be 
establi.shed. 

Recommendations of Principals 

Counseling Services: It was recommended by some principals that 
opportunities for more counseling be provided. In the words of one principal: 
"Extensive counseiinfi ami one on one tutoring need to occur. This wot4d be very 
beneficial to students who are repeat disciplinary problems.... Also parents need to 
htrome more involved and required to come in for counseling sessions when 
students continue to exhibit disruptive befutviors. Often the behaviors are not 
{(Hiked upon as defiant by tiw parent." 

Alternative School for Discipline: The following observation by one 
building level admini.smiior depicts the urgency with which a few of the principals 
fell about the need for an alternative disciplinary school: "There is a very serious 
netd in HISD at this time for an alternative school for discipline. The number of 
sttulents with serious swial pntblems is growing at an alarming rate.... Without 
addressing this problem. I feel »f will pay deeply in the future with a greater drop 
tn acluevement and iowcr teavfur nutrale." 

Off-campus SRC Assignments: It was the observation of one principal thai 
the SRC program would be more effective if students were assigned to off-campus 
SRCs. In his view, students who were sent to his school from other .schools 
usually did not return. 
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Recommendations of Classroom Teachers 

Many recomn^ndadons were made fiw addressing the preceding weaknesses <^ the 
SRCs. The foUowing were ihe mosi mentioned, usually by more than 75% of the teachers. 
Teachers are apparently experiencing tremendous frustration engendered by tl^ disciplinary 
pn^ien^ in their schools, as could be inferred from the emotional intensity of their appeal 
for help. 

Establishment of an Alternative SchoollDiscipUne Academy: The 
district should establish alternative schools in each administradve district for 
students with excessive referrals to the SRC As was expressoi by one Deady 
teacher. "The SRC siundd not be for incorrigOHe students. Those students should 
he put out. Incorrigible students should be placed in a very regimented alternme 
scfux^" Other teachers at Deady mendoned that the huge emolhnent at their school 
ln-2,281J, as well as at Milby Senitx High School, impeded the effective 
functioning of the SRC. According to one teachen ^'Students with not just 
disciplinary problems, but with seritnts criminal and violent backgrounds should be 
"weeded" out and sent to a school or a center strictly for them. These students who 
happen to be drug dealers, prostitutes, ami future inmates should be given the true 
opportunity to change their lives—but not at the expense (tf the normal student" A 
teacher at Patrick Henry said briefly: Establish ml alternative school - remove a 
few of the leaders - show the average behavior student that there are serious 
consequences for disobeying rules," A teacher expressed the notion that the 
alternative school could relieve all the SRCs of the problem of putting SRC referrals 
on long waiting lists. 

Increase Parental involvement in SRCs: 

• Involve parents in the SRCs. 

• Mamlate parent conferences and classes for certain offenses or when the 
student exceeds a spaified number of refemiH to the SRC. 

Further Research By Counselors: In the opinion of one teacher, the "SRC 
sfwuid look for the ntot causes of the student's problems and along with parent 
involvement address the proMems" 

Hire More Counselors: Many teachers expressed the need for more counseling 
for students, especially in schools which had no counselors at their SRCs. 

Separate Rooms For Students: Some teachers believed that the fun the 
students have at the SRCs could be minimized if the boys could be separated from 
the girls. One teacher al.so suggested that the repealers should be separated from the 
first lime referrals. Anoihcr teacher suggested that middle school students should 
b*: separated frcmi the .senior high school students. 

Hire More Teachers: The provision of more SRC teachers will help lower the 
student-teacher ratio. Many teachers suggested no more than 15 or 20 students per 
teacher. 
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SRC Management Philosophy & Exit Policy: 

• Teachers should be strict disciplinarians, and should enforce all district SRC 
policies. 

• Students should not be led to believe that tte the SRC is a happy pl^ to be or a 
pl^ to "cool out." Discipline should be strict and academic work should be 
inKnsive. A number of teachers leconunended that the teacher shouki be 
knowledgeable in all academic ccmtent areas. 

• Each SRC staff member should be given an orientation about the philosophy 
and thrust of the program. 

• Students who improve after receiving counseling help at the SRCs should be 
followed after they have exited. One teacher indicated that the lack of fdbw- 
up has been the basis for some of the repeat leferrals. 

• Include in the SRC cuiriculum reading ses^iMis oa heroes who have cweieome 
obstacles and succeeded, and should require wrinen feedback from stuctents to 
dononstrate umkrstanding. .^Iso impiemoit activities such as Wilderness 
projects. Chica Pin School. Boot Camp, etc. 

Complete Isolation Facilities: 

• All SRCs should be housed outside of the main school building or away from 
the regular student population. They could be in temporary buildings, if 
necessary, or in self contained buildings with water fountains, lestrooms, etc. 

• Separate e^h from the other to prevent them fttan talldng to each otho". 

• SRC students should not be allowed to interact with regular students. They 
should not go to the cafeteria. They .»ihould have ;heir meals brought to them or 
should bring sack lunches. 

• SRC students should start school early at 8 a.m. and leave late at 4 p.m. so that 
they do not get the opponuniiy to socialize with the legular student population. 

Expulsion of Repeat Referrals: In the opinion of one teacher whose views 
were .shared by many others: 7/ m^rc incorrigihles were denied the right to attend 
school for longer perimLs of time, tfien word will get arou>id, and attitudes would 
become more serious. At this point school is a joke to many kids.... Kids get (tool 
many chances. 

Off-Campus Assignments: Some teachers suggested that the isolation of SRC 
students may be enhanced by allowing the SRC of one school to exchange its 
students for those of another school. 

Other Recommendations; The following were suggested by 1-10 teachers; 

Transfer of Repeat Referrals to Other UlSD Schools: In the opinion of 
one teacher, repeaters should be transferred to other HISD schools. In his view, 
many students would "shape up" if they know that they could have a permanent 
scpuratitm from their friends by being transferred to another school. 

The Other Gender Referral: One teacher at Burbank indicated that there were 
times when the SRC staff referred female students to particular female classroom 
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teachers for counseling support In the opinion of the teachex since the SRC staff at 
the school were all male, there weie times when some female students responded 
well to those female teachers. In her view, this collaborative framework worked 
very well for them. 

Sehool'-CommunUy Service: One teacher suggested that at least one day every 
week students should perform school or community service such as cleaning 
grounds, cafeteria, painting, cleaning desks, help clean wheel chairs of senior 
citizens, wash off graffiti, pick up mish, work on flower beds, etc. 

Bring Beck the PadOe: Several teachers recommended that the school district 
brings back cc»poraI punishment One teacher stated briefly: *Vntil p^kidling can 
be reinstated^ we as overseers will continue to frustrate ourselves in an effort to 
maintain law and order and to teach. I witness too often students laughing at us 
because they know we cant do anything to them.'* Another teacher quesnoned the 
basis for "dro/^ing the old system [corporal punishment I simply because a few 
teachers misused it. I believe that overall it was effective. I know that the upper 
adnumsp-aive level does not believe that this is a positive alternative, but no matter 
how many ejq>erts we bring in, no matter how many programs we set up. ..we are 
not goiti^ to get the job done witfwut it." 

Provide More Space/Larger Rooms or More SRCs: Teachers from 
several schools, such as I>eady and i^trick Henry, expressed a need for adequate 
room for the SRC eligible students. One teacher from Key proposed that the 
district establishes more SRCs so that punishments could be administered close to 
the time of offense. In his opinion, when the two events are separated by days and 
weeks, because of lack of space at the SRC, the punishment loses some of its 
effectiveness. Ohfie Deady teacher made the following cx>mments: 7 really recall 
one student who was actually worse (tfter returning from SRC. Maybe if they 
didn't \mit so long to put them in things would be different. Punishment right 
away, instead of having to wait." Many teachers felt strongly that each school 
should have its own SRC in order to provide adequate room for the students of the 
home school. 
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Conclusion 

In the wake of the recent prohibition of corporai punishment In HISD schools, 
many teachers and principals have realized that the SRC program is the only major in- 
school strategy available for addressing the moderate and severe disciplinary violations of 
the district's Code of Student Conduct, Groups IMV. Conseqwntly, many seemed to 
appreciate the f^t that the program was in operation to provide the opportunity for the 
renKyval of the undisciplined student from the classroom, so that productive teaching and 
learning could occur lor the disciplined student. Even though several teachers felt that 
teacher morale, stress levels, and eiffectiveness had been enhanced by the SRC program, it 
was their perception that the program had been operating at a sub-optimal level of 
effectiveness. The SRC staff, classroom teachers, and principals Uan»d this situation on 
high enrollments that sometimes exceeded those of the regular classrocHn, lack of 
counselors, low parental support, and lack of an alternative school for the seemingly 
incorrigible repeaters. 

In the opinion of smne teachers, the fact that many of these repeaters took up the 
SRC space necessitated that other problem students had to stay on waiting lists, thereby 
impeding the referral process and frustrating teachers. It was reported by a few teachers 
that there were rimes when students who needed to complete serving their referral time at 
the SRCS had to be released too soon in order to make room fw* other referrals. Such 
occurrences were seen by teachers as undermining their authority and the effectiveness of 
the program, especially when students returned with their problematic attitudes and 
behaviors vinually intact. The consensus among the classroom teachers was that the 
repeaters were steadily falling behind in their studies since the quality of instruction in the 
SRCs was not adequate to keep them abreast of classroom instruction. 

It was therefore not surprising that many teachers felt that the SRCs should be m^ 
as unattractive as possible to discourage those repeaters who liked to go there. However, 
many felt that the kind of discipline that they envisioned might be possible to implement 
within an alternative sciwol framework. In their opinio, such a framework can have better 
opportunities for helping tepeaters who may victims of dysfuncttcuial h<mies or deficient 
school cr^nizational and instructional envimimcnts. This recommendation seems to have 
adequate merit and should be explored by the district. Even if all the SRCs are provided 
with counsetors, the SRCs may be more cfFeciive if there were such an alternative school. 

However, it should be mentioned that all the preceding suggestions and most of 
what have been recommended by tethers and principals are only shcwl term solutions for 
dealing with the discipline situation in HISD schools. Any long term solutions may 
involve prevention strategies that would addresis the problems at their nx>ts. Such an 
approach would necessitate that the quality of the school envtn>nnjenis, from the viewpoint 
of the stwients, as well as the home environments of the siiuienis are examined for possible 
causes of the disciplinary problems. As one I lartman teacher mentioned: 

The majority of discipline praitiems occur became the student's learning 
style does not fit in with the "regularly structured classroom. " All SRC 
does is put a student from one structured environment to another without 
changing the heliavior. An alternative education program needs to he put 
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into place where otlier options are offered at the campus to meet the needs 
and lemung styles of the indivUiual. 

Furthcmiort, according to Vcrn Jones (1982): 

Since school-mde discipline programs are often developed in response to a 
perceived or real crisis, there is a tendency to focus on punitive measures 
that provide immediate, albeit short term effects, while ignoring prewntive 
measures that may resfH)nd to the cause cf the problem...with the exception 
of instructiomd factors, interventi(ms aimed at improving school climate are 
the mast im/Xfrtant ingredients in creating positive student behavior.... 
Students who feel S(tfe, accepted, cared for, and involved at school seldom 
exfttbit consi^ently disruptive behavior. 

In as mudi as Jones pl^es mc»t of the burden on tethers and principals, he feels 
stiYHigly thiu the program should include a systematic framework fc^ involving patents in 
w(»^king to change the behavitM- of their children (Jones. 1982). According to Lasley and 
Wayson (1982): 

TeeKhers and administrators must develop an understanding of the factors 
that contribute to disciplinary problems. Treating symptoms withotit 
dealing with the causes is analogous to giving a chronically sick person 
aspirin without attempting to identify the causes of the illness.... Excessive 
student fighting, for example, may be caused by overcrowded school 
conditions.„the principal plays a prominent role with regards to discipline, 
and no person has as great an in^foa on tfw school ^mrtosphere. 

A teacher at Deady ai^ropriately expressed this need by saying that "Education as a whole 
needs to be revamped in order to lessen the load required by SRC, such that students—to a 
larger degree—do not have to he there. " 

In conclusion, the training of teachers and principals in prcvention-orient«l 
disciplinary management strategics which s|»cifically address the particular circumstances 
of each school's disciplinary problems, coupled with building level improvement of the 
administrative and instructional climates, should be included in a long term planning 
framework. However, the Alternative Disciplinary Academy for the excessive repeaters 
should be expk»ed. The feasibility of providing counselors for the five schools that did 
not have counselors should also be explored, as well as other relevant teacher and principal 
recommendations for improving the efficiency of the program. A combination of such 
prevention and intervention frameworks will not only help the student with disciplinary 
(n'oblems, or the disciplined student to focus on more productive learning, but will also 
impro\'e the morale and effectiveness of the classroom teacher. 
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Appendix A 



Resources at SRCs 



Schools 


TetepboBe 


Cerltriea 
Teacher 


Ccrlifito 
Coitnseior 


V9 ft i ^ 

Flit 
Cabinets 


Sttppiies A 
Textbooks 


Worker 


Amicks 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Black 


Yes 


Yes 


Nn 


Ym 


Nn 


1 ^ 


Bttfhsink 


1 V«l 


E va 


I C3 


Ym 

I Co 


Nn 






No 


Y« 






Nn 






1 V3 






ICS 


ICS 


les 


Dowling 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Hartman 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Henry 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Key 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


No 


No 


Long 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Mmhall 


No 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Sharpstown 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Thomas 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


M^lliams 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 



Survey was mH returned by the stcff at Hamilton SRC st^. 
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APPENDIX A 

Student Referral Center 

1990-9! Evaluation 
Monthly Attendance Report* 



Schoat (Center^ Month 



1. STIPKM IM^'URMATION 



Name 




Grade 


Home School 


Dale 


Reason 
Code 


ff of 


ff of 
Periods* 


















; 






































































































: 
















































■ 
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* IndiiUit tunf ^ of pem^ds -.-f- ^ days u siudtn: is iU w Cenier f\*r each rtferrai 
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Name 




Grade 


Home School 


Date 


Reason 
Code 


# of 
Davs 


# of 
Periods 




i 
















I 


























































1 i 












































— 1 
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Wednesday 


Thursday 


Friday 


y 












"""^ ■ ■ ' — ■ p 








































3. glMMARY PATA 

Tct.i. :.,;mber cl" rcferruis :his month 



Nuir.t>cr not attending for lack of iransponation 

TC7-C M'MBER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED THIS MONTH 



Number of ESL student., 
enroiicd at center this n onth 



Number of speciai education 
students enrolled this month 



Number not adnimed for lack of space 
Number not admitted for other reasons 
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Send the report by the Sih of each monih to: Dr. Kwaine Opuni. Research & Evaluation. Level 4 VVcbt. Rt. 10. HiSD. 
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INSTRLCTIONS 
Student Referral Center Monthly Attendance Report 

Using the siudeni infoiroadon from the Dtsciphnary Re-assignmcnt form, fill in the following information for each student enrolled name. I.D 
num^e^. enroilmeni date, home school, grade, reason code 

Reasons (Cc^m^ \. - Taf^a'i 7.— Disruptive tvha^ior 



— Truanv) 

— Skippmg fbsN 

— Fighting 

~- Using profane language 

~ Defying ihe amhoniy of school personnel 



8.— Smoking 
v.— Stealing 

10. — Possession or use of drugs or aljohoi 

11. — Possession of a weapon 

12. — Other 



ff of Periods —Indicate the number of periods when special home school referrals are applicable. 

# of Days;— Indicate the number of days the student is enrolled in the center. 

Please enter student information each time a repeating student is enrolled. 

2. D.Mi.v .\T^K^PA^eE 

Indicate the number of students in attendance as follows. Write "closed" in each box when the SRC is not accepung students If all students are 
present at the SRC for any given day, indicate that by placing a "0"' above the diagonal in the attendance box. In addition, indicate the number of 
student present belo^ the diagonal in the box For example, box 3 below shows that all nine students were present, no absences 






{when center is not accepting students i 



Record the number of special education and ESL students enrolled in the center during each reporting period. Place "0" m the appropnate spaces 
if no special education or ESL students were enrolled. Total number of nefcrraJs this month should indicate students enrolled plus all initial 
referrals Please note that the total number of students enrolled should equal the total number of students listed on the repon. 
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APPHNDiX B 



si uDKNT Referral centers 

STUDENT SURVEY mmi A 

IV90.9I EVALUATION 



Ph'tise take a numem u> artswr ihe foUowinj^ tfitt'snons. You do nut haw ti> write vour ruime on 
this fftrm I only want to kmrn- how yttu feel athmi this SRC Thitnk you for helpin}^ 



INSTRUCTIONS Plea^ respond to these qucsttons by checktng ot wntmg the appropriate 

answers 

I . in which of the folluwing schtH>ls is your SRC kvaied? (Check One) 

n Attucks Middle fl IXiwhng Middle fl Marshall Middle 

n Black Middkr (1 Hanman Middle H Sharpstown Middle 

n liurbank Midille H P Henry Middle H rh<nmN Middle 

n ("uUen Mitkile H Key Middle H W •lams Middle 

n IX-ady Middle □ I amx^ Middle 

2 Place a «. fici k by your pMk' (( Iwt k one) 

n sih nf>ih n 7th n sih n<h\\ n unb n luh n i2ih 

.1 In voiii t>pmH>n why were you asked lo auend ilns .SR(7 (Check all tluit apph) 

n lo give nxr a chance xo j;et sonjc counsehng h> that 1 can be a heiier j>erson 
n to irea! hk* as if I am a crimin;U 

n help nie a-aliA' that I need to improve my aimudc and behavioi ai sthixil 
n ti> dump HH- hca- bccau.se niy teacher tkn-s not like njc 

n to j:ive me a chance lo conltnue my class wttrk sj» that 1 don't tail behmd in my grades 
n lo punish fiK" by kwping me frt)m my fnentls 
n other (explain) 

4. Whu h j>f the following knuls of help do you e\{Hc! to receive from the SKC tcachcKs) and 
counsclorts)'.^ {L lurk all if tat appiy) 

^ vmiriseling 

1 uninseling ;tm! help loj my parenis 

1 hou joorgani/e my si h«H»lw(»rk am! siudv Ivi.cr 

1 help w nh undcisJaMding an<l ctnuplctm^'. 5hc assignments from my class k'at ftcf 
~l noftc o( {he af nnr 
1 I <ion t know 
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5. What other names do you and your classmates call ihc SRCf (Check all that apply) 

n the academy 
D a )sa\ house 
n a vacation home 
CI a prison 
n a nuthouse 

n Other 

6. Do you feel that such names are correct descriptions of the SRC? iCkevk one} 

n Yes 
n Maybe 
n No I don't 

7. Do you feel embarrassed that your classmates know you arc at the SRC"* (Check one) 

n Yes 
n Maybe 
n No I don't 

8. If you had the chance to chm>se suspension from schcMil t»r attend the SRC which 

would you choose? 
n suspension from school 
n attending SRC 

Explain why: „ 
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APPENDIX C 



STUDENT Referral centers 

STUDENT SURVEY JElMUi 
I9W-9I Evaluation 



As you are about to jio hack to your regular classroom, please take a moment to answer the 
following questions. You do not have to write your name on this form. I only want to know 
how ytfu feel about this SRC. Thank you for helping. 



INSTRUCTIONS : Pl0a$e respond to these questions by chediing or miUng the apfvopriate 

answers. 



I . In which of the following schools is your SRC locaied? {Check One) 

n Attucks Middle O DowHng Middle H Marshall Middle 

n Black Middle O Hanman Middl»- O Sharpstown Middle 

n Burbank Middle O P. Henry Middle □ Thomas Middle 

n Cullen Middle O Key Middle H Williams Middle 

n Deady Middle □ l-ong Middle 



2. Place a check by your grade. 

n 5ih n 6ih n 7ih n 8th n 9ih n wih mm n 12th 

3. In your opinion why were you asked lo attend this SRC? (Check all tluit apply) 

n to give me a chance lo get some counseling so that \ can be a better person, 
n to treat me as if I am a criminal. 

n to help me realize that I need to imftfx>ve my attitude and behaviw at school, 
n to dump me here because my teacher does not like me. 

n to give me a chance to continue my class work st> that I don't fall bchmd in my grades, 
n to punish me by keeping me from my friends, 

n other (explain): 

4. Which of the following kinds of help js provided by the SRC staff.' (Clieck all that apply) 

n counseling. 

n ct»unseling help fiir my parents 

n how tt> organi7e my sch(H>iwork and study belter 

n help with understanding and cotnpleting il»c assignments frtwn my class teacher 

n none of the above is pri>vided. 

n oiher(explain) 
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5. What other names do your classmates call the SRC? (Check all that apply) 

n the academy 

□ a jail house 

n a vacation home 
n a prison 
n a nuthouse 

n Othe r 

6. Do you feci that such names are correct descriptions of the SRC? {Check one) 

a Yes 
n Maybe 
n No I don't 

7. Do you feel embarrassed that your class mates Icnow you arc at the SRC/ (Check one) 

n Yes 
n Maybe 
O No I don't 

8. After attending the SRC and knowing what goes on there, if you had been asked to choose 

either the SRC or suspension from school which one would you have selected? (Check one) 

O suspension from school 

□ attending SRC 

9. How many class periods or days were you told you would spend at the SRC by your school 

principal. counsek)r or teacher? (Check one) 

D 1 - 4 periods 

n I -2 days 

n 3 — 4 days 

n 5 days (one week) 

□ 6— 10 days 

n More than 1 1 Days (ni<»rc than 2 weeks) 

10. Did you stay for a shorter period of time because you ciK)perdied with the SRC staff, or 

longer period of time because you did not cooperate with the staff (Check one) 

n shorter time 
n longer time 

n stayed for the same number of periods or days 1 was assigned 



1 1. If you stayed for a longer period or stayed for the same number of periods or days you 
were assigned, why was it so? (Check one 

n Ihe SRC rules arc too stiff for me to accept 

n I just liked being here 

n I just did not carc 

□ the early release policy does not apply lo me or this Center 

n other iieason(s) „ 



12. If you liked being at the SRC why did you like being there? (Check all that apply) 

n the staff seemed to care about me 
n the staff seemed to understand me 

□ I liked the quiet anriosphcre that I don't have in my regular clasNHKMn 
n because there is less school work to do 

n I had better lunch privileges 

□ This question doesn't apply to me since I didn't like being here 
G I had more fun 

O other: 

13. Do you feel that the SRC staff helped you in any way? 

n Yes 
n Maybe 

n No 

n I don't know 

14. What else do yt>u think is needed at the SRC lor it to be mt>st helpful to you. 



APPENDIX D 



STUDENT REFERRAL CENTERS 
STAFF SURVEV 
1990-91 EVALUATION 



INSTRUCTIONS: Pleasf kike a nwrnem 10 answer the following questions regarding /Ae S/fC. Your ^news 
mU fm>vide u^fui infomuman for assessing ihe effectiveness Maritncs asf^ts <4 program, andfmher 
provuk us mih the inf^diefOs for f^anning and orgamzing a more effective program for our students. CY5 
Workers shouU also use f fef mrvey. Please mail this ifuesiionnaire through the tfiSl) mati h> Or. Kwame 
Opuni, Research !>epi . Level 4 West, Rt, W, Your cooperamm is ai^eciated. 



In which erf ihe following schools is your SRC locaicd? (Check One} 

n Attacks Middkr D DowUng Middte 

n Black Middle H Haitmw Middle 

n Buifeank Middle H P. Henry Middle 

n CulJcn Middle H Key Middle 

n Dcady Middic H Ijong Middle 



n Manshal! Middle 
1 Shaip^wn Middle 
T Thomas Middle 
n WiHtams Middle 



2 . Arc you a ONifiselor. hjachcr or C YS Worker? 
n Cotmsek)r 



n Tc4ichcr 



1 CYS Worker 



3 • Which <rf the foik>wing ckies your center have?(t'fc*rJk all that of^y) 

n TctejHione H File cabinets 



n Ccitifted Couaselor 
n CYS Worker 
n Ccitificd Teacher 
(1 Teacher Aide 

n Supfdie^ and icat her editions of all adopted iexibtK>ks 
n Other.., 



n Clas^oom 

n Addttkmal room for private counj^eling 
n Reading maienals 



4 . Which of the following scrvitcs do you have the unic. skill. s\x3cc, and uihcr rt-Mnju \o 
elfcctivcly provide ^ the center? {Check all that apply) 

n Teach study & orgmn/aiKinal skills 



n Onc-on-one counseling 

n Onc-on-onc tutoring 

n Groi^tutonng 

n Grwip counseling 

n Othei 



n Teach goal setting 

n Kncouragc parent confenmes & support 

n Referral 10 conunumty rcsourLCs 



5 . How mimy yc^ of leachif^g. guidance, and/or counseling cxpcrK'nce dt) you have * tc htu k one) 



ni Ix'ssihana year 
n 15 years 
n f> 10 years 



nn LS years 

n More than 16 ye;us 
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6 . How many ycanc have you laught/Uiioreii andl/or counseled at the SAC? (Check imt*} 
n Less than a year H 6^ 10 years 

1 {y 2 years fl Mine than 10 years 

n 3- 5 years H Noi applicabte lo nie 

7 . To what extern has each of the followmjj (aciors hmucd ihc effectiveness ef ihc SRC' m tmprt)vmg the 
delimj^i auiiuctes and txdiaviors of your students? 



Considera b te Least 
tMajor Factor) (Minor Factor) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Setmtngty incorrigtbic studenu 1 2 3 4 5 

Ixm Plaientat support I 2 3 5 

inadequate counschng suf^fft 12 3 4 5 

Inacfcquaie tuu»ing rui^xt. I 2 < 4 ^ 

(High smdcni-ieache' ratio) 

Lack ctf adcqua^ su{^)ort from 12 3 4 5 

regular classroom teachers 

i^k of adequately furnished 1 2 3 4 5 

rooms conducive to effective 
iuu>rmg & ecHmsehng 

Inadequate tmintng ol SRC I 2 < 4 ^ 

staff in behavior modificaiti>n 

Uxhniqucs 

Other (Spccify)^_ 1 2 3 4 5 

(Hher (Spectfy)._ _ 1 2 ? ^ 5 



8 . Whitt kinds of additicmal resiHirces, training, ifKcnavcs. or suj^hhI wi^uld enable ynu i4) ellcctivcly uiUn and 
ctHJirsel stmlenL\ wh<i enroll at the center? {Please explain) 
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9 . in your q[»iik)n« to whai extent do^ tin: mnousA of kaming in il^ Student Rcfetraf Center compare 

to (tK amount erf lesyrmng ttet takes in the legular cbsstoom. (Use a scale (rf 0% - 100%, with 100% 
rq^scmtng levntng thai takes jrfacc in the i^utar classroom. If you are a CYS Wurkcr. skip this questicm). 

% 

1 0 . Using a scale of 0%- with 100% reiMfcsfeeniing the highcsa level of clfcctivcficss imlicaic the extent 

to which the program has been eflective in improving the delinquent attitudes and Ix^havtor of ihe students i 
who have been refened to tiic SRC sinac Sef^cmbcr of 199(r? 

% Effective 



II. If the SRC effectiveness scort above is less than what ywi would expect from a smrccKsfut discipline 
program, whai do you sm^gest for im|wving the SRC px>gram» to enable it to resolve the disciplinary 
proUenis you &fcce daily? (f^ote: if' you so'ongly feel tfuxt the SRC is noi the answer to ymr probiems 
what do you recommefui as a pf^xsiMe atiernmive? 
Please explain . Use the reverse of ihs sheet if necessary. 
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APPENDIX E 



Refsourp<M8 at SRC's 



Schools 


Telephone 


K. eriti tea 
Teacher 


v.eriiiieQ 
Coufi'i^etor 


r lie 
Cabinet 


Supplies & 
Texthooks 


CYS 
Worker 


Attucks 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


oiacfc 


Yes 




It? 

No 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Burbank 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 




No 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Deady 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


I>t>wling 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Hartnian 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Henry 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Key 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Ni> 


No 


lx>ng 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Marehall 


No 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Sharpsfown 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Thonws 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Williams 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 



* Survey was no! returned by the staff at Hamilton SRC staff. 
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APPENDIX F 



STU0KNT REFERRAL CBNTFRS 
PRINCIPAUASST. PRINCIPAL SURVEY 
1990-91 EVALISATION 



INSTRUCTIONS: (Either the Principal or the Asnstant Principal resporL\iNf ft>r SRC r^errah nrnxi respn/ui 
tft^f^ 9Ue£4(mh Pleax take a momem to answer thefolhmng quesHms regardtng the SHC. Your views wtil 
fKwide mtfid ii^omiamn for assessing the effectiveness <^ various aspects cf the program, and fitriher f^ovide us 
with the ingredients for planning and organizing a more effective discipline program for our students Please matt 
this questionnaire thrtmgh the UtSD mail to Dr. Kwtune Opuni. Research Dept., Level 4 West, Ri 10. Your 
cooperation is <^>pnxia^. 



1 . In which of Ihe fcrilowmg Sih(X>ts is your SRC locaK?d? (Cfwi k One) 

n AuitcLs Middte H Dowling Middle ~> MarshaH Middle 

n Black Middle il Hartman Middle 1 Shaq>stown Middle 

n Buibank Middle G P. Henry Middle 1 Thomas Middle 

n CuUen High n Key Middle "I Williams Middle 

n DeadyHigh n LtMtg Middle 

2 . In ytnir opinion, which of ihe following services does the SRC m your sehKwl pn>vidc'* (i heck all that apply) 

n One-on-onc ctwnscling 1 leach study St organi/aiwmal skills 

n (^-on-<»te tutoring n Tcat h gt^al selling 

n Group tutoring n linc^mragc {:^cnt conferciK es & support 

n Group counseling T Referral U) community rcsoua es 

n Other (pteasc specify] ^ 

3 - In yiHir opinion for what purpose(s) do you refer students to the SRC m your schw»l * f < 'hrt k all ihat apply) 
1 punish by isolation from frit nds 1 miy a counsehn); role 

n a counseling role & a punitive n)lc 1 Other 

n help remedi^ £Kadcmic (k'nctencics 1 Other „ 

n Other 



4 , In your opinitm, to what extent dws the amount ol Icarnmi; in the Siudx-ni Rclerriil (Viuer compare to the 
amount of learning that takes place in the regular cbssnxmi. a siak- ol ()%- 1<X»^^ . v. nh 
representing Icimung that lakes place in the regular classnxmu. 

% 
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5 . To whal cxicni has each of the following lactors limited the cfTettivcncss i>f the SR<' in improvmit the 
UclinqiKrm ^iiid<^ dmf bdiavicMS of ihc students in your schwA? 



(Major Factor) 

1 2 



Set!tnmgly tnccKngibtc ^tiKlcnu 



I 



4 

4 



Least 

(Minor Factor) 
S 



U)w Parental s^upfxm 



lnadkM)4^ tuning support 



1 4ick of afequate support fr^»n 
n^j^ular classroom icachcfN 



l^k of actequ^ety furnished 
niums conchcive to effective 
luuuing A coimscling 

inadequate tfaining of SRC 
staff in beha^^ 
modificdtkm lectmiques 



Other (Specify)^ 



I J?ung a scale of 0%^- 100%, with ICX)*** rc{Htrscnting the highest level ol cffccuvcncss HHticalc the extent 
U> which the pio^:;^ has hecn effective m impfoving the dehnquent alutude.K and heluivuH oi the 5«udenK 
ytni have referred to the SRC since September of iW)? 

% Effective 



7 , H the SRC effectiveness scoie above k less than what you would expect <a>m a suvvcssful din iphne Jfft^grani. 
what do yiHi suggest fcK improving the SRC program, U) enable it U) re.si)lve the disi iphnary prc*lenis you 
face daily? (No$e: ifytm siron^iyfeet ihai the SRC ts m^r thr answer to your prohtvm\ n/uir d^} you 
reamtmend as a possible alternmi\fe ^ Ptease explain. (Atuu h ikidiiumat jukeeis if net esMu \ ) 
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APPENDIX G 



Student Referral Centers 
Classroom Teacher Survey 
1990-91 evaluation 



INSTRUCTIONS iPtease ifl*^ a momem io answer ihe foihwing quesaons regarding ifie SRC Your views 
wiil prosfide us^ infarmamm /or asj^ssing (he effeaiveness of various a^cts of the program, andfiwiher provide 
us with the ingrtdkms for planning and organizing a more i^ecti^fe progrum /or our students, it ts not necessary to 
sign your name. Ml responses mil Ipe held as confidentiai. Please mail thts questionnaire through the ftfSD matt 
to Dr. Kwatw Opum, Research Dept. , Levet 4 West, Rt. W, Your coopcratum is apprenated 



1 . In whk* of the fdtowtng schools is your SRC located? (Check One} 

n Dowhng Miikile 
n Hartman Middkr 
n p. Henry MkkJIc 



n Aaucks Mkkife 
n Black Middle 
n Buihank Middle 



n CullcnHtgh 
n DeadyHtgh 



n Key Middle 
n Ivong Middle 



n MaiNhall Muidie 
n Sharp.Ktown Mtddte 
T Thomasi Middle 
n Williams Middle 



2. Current jt>b Assingment (Chtt k onry. 



T Cuunvclur 



n IVai ha 



3. In your opiniw. which of the foll^)wing services dcKTs the SRC in youf school pmvide 7 (Check alt that apply f 
n One-cH^-one coun^Hng n Tc;K:h siud> & organi/aiional skills 
n OneK»i-o«e tutoring H Tcxh goal selling 
n GnMp tutoring "1 Encourage p^tfeni Cimfcremes A support 
n Group counseling H Referral u>comniuniiy resources 
n (Xher (please specify} , .. 



4» In ytmr opinion for n^t purpt>se<\) is tiK SRC hcm^ usal hy ytnir sihtH>rs SRC rcUTiai 
adnnni stralor? (Check all that apply > 



n punish by isc^tion from f rrnds 

n a counseling role & 
a punitive role 

T help remediate academK licfK iencK*s 



n orUy a c<Hi«seling rote 

"1 a dumping gnmnd fi>r stutkniLs 
wiih dist iphne proMcnis 

T Other 



5 How many years of teaching or ct>un«>chng expt^nerkc do ycHJ have ^ 

n I. ess than a year 1 \ \ IS ycdts 



"1 15 years 
1 (y 10 years 



1 More ihan If» saus 
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6. In your opinicm, lo what extern has ciK-h the Mfowmg f«:iors limiicd ihc cf Uvtivcncvs ol the SRC tn 
impmvifig Ihc deiim]uem atiiiudes and bdiavKns of the students in your sch<K)]'^ 



Considerable 
(Major Factor) 

1 



Seemingly nKorrigibfe $iUKlents ! 

Ixmf PmcntBi sappon I 

Inade^iiate counselii^ ^ftippiwt 1 

Ii^deqt^te tutoring support I 
(High smdenMpacticr mh} 

Ixk of jKfeqtiaic suppon finm 1 
frgularcIas9tK)m teachers 

l^k of atteqin^ety fumished ! 
rooms conducive lo effective 
tufioring & counsdmg 

Inadequate training of SKC 1 
^f tn bchavkM* 
modification techittquc^ 



3 



4 
4 
4 
4 



Lea.st 

(Minor Factor) 

s 



7. In your opinion, lo what extent does the anttmni of learning tn the Student Rclcnal ( Vnirr t omfvirc \i% the 
amount of teaming that takes place in the regular clavjiniom. (Use a scale ol 0% HX)^? , wtd) HKKf 
rcpreMmiing teaming timt takes place in regidar clas^urcxmi) 

% 



8. lias any of your students been referred to the SRC since ScfHcmbcr 1990 ? 
n Yes n No n I ckm t know 

9* Using a scale of 0% 100%, with 100% rq^roicntjng the highest level of cflaiivcwsN indKaic the extent u> which 
the program has been efTcctivc in impfoving the dcl>mjucni auiiudcs and hchavuwr of your sltKjcnb who h;ivr bixn 
referred to Ihc SRC since Scptmbcr of 1990? 

% Effective 



10* If the SRC effectiveness siwc above is less than what y<Hi would expect frtnn a suwt csslul disc iplinc prt^pfanu 
wtiat do you suggest for improving the SRC prografn. io enable it to rCM>lvc fhe dI^c>p^lnary pfi^lems you fate 
daily? (Note: tfyou strongly feet that the SRC ts m>r (he ansnrr to your prMems y^hiitdo \ou recommend as a 
posstHe aliernatiir ^ Please explain. Use an additmruil sh i ^et \ f nece%x^ry. 
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